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- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on th cover sheet with the correspondence address « 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- tf the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- tf NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 July 2003 . 
2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) I3 Claim(s) P29 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

Q)M Claim(s) 1-29 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 28 March 2001 is/are: a)E3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). . 

2) □ Notice of Drafts person's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) Q Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) D Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 04-01) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No. 6 



Application/Control Number: 09/8 1 9,265 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2171 

Response to Amendment 

This action is responsive to Applicant's response filed on July 16, 2003 (paper #5). 
Claims 1-29 remain for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.G 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-10, 12, 13, 15, 21 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pothapragada et al. (U.S 6442682) (Pothapragada) in view of Taoda (U.S 
5857459). 

Regarding claims 1, 15, 21 and 26, Pothapragada disclose: A method, a system and 
computer produce for accessing a data storage device controlled by array controller processes, 
the method including the steps of: 

(c) if the file system access operation request specifies a divertible operation, diverting 
the divertible operation from file system processes associated with the data storage device to the 
array controller processes (308, fig. 1 and corresponding text, Pothapragada); 

(d) performing the divertible operation with the array controller processes (col. 7, lines 
13-30, Pothapragada); and 



Application/Control Number: 09/8 1 9,265 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2171 

(e) updating a file system data management arrangement with operation result 
information from the array controller processes, the file system data management arrangement 
being controlled by the file system processes (342. fig. :L and corresponding text, Pothapragada). 

However, Pothapragada didn ! t disclose: receiving a file system access operation request; 
and determining if the file system access operation request specifies an operation comprising a 
divertible operation. On the other hand, Taoda disclose,: receiving a file system access operation 
request (ST21, fig. 13 and corresponding text. Taoda); and determining if the tile system access 
operation request specifies an operation comprising a divertible operation (ST22, fig. 13 and 
corresponding text, Taoda). Thus, at the time invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to include receiving and determining if the file system access 
operation request specifies an operation comprising a divertible operation in the system of 
Pothapragada as taught by Taoda. The motivation being to enable the user to read and write the 
large file from the storage devices faster. 

In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: non-divertible operations in a received file 
system access operation request (312, 314, fig. 1 and corresponding text, Pothapragada); file 
system program code for performing each non-divertible operation included in a received access 
operation request and maintaining a file system data management arrangement which includes 
information for each file in the file system (fig. 4 and corresponding text, Pothapragada); 
an input/output arrangement connected to the data processing means for passing communications 
between a file system client and the data processing means (586, 590, 592, 594, 596, fig. 1 1 and 
corresponding text. Pothapragada); and an interface between the data processing means and the 
data storage device (558, fig. 1 1 and corresponding text, Pothapragada). 
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Regarding claim 2, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the operation comprises a 
create operation and wherein the operation result information includes a reference to the array 
storage space to which data for the file specified in the create operation is to be written (col. 6, 
lines 12-33, Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 3, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 2 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of updating the file 
system data management arrangement includes causing the :file system processes to produce an 
entry in the file system data management arrangement which includes identifying information for 
the specified data and a reference to thee array storage space to which the specified data is to be 
written (col. 7, lines 44-64, Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 4, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the divertible operation 
comprises a read operation and further including the step of reading an array storage space 
reference for the file specified in the read operation (fig. 6 and corresponding text, 
Pothapragada). ^ 

Regarding claim 5, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 4 above. In addition. Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein: performing the divertible 
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operation comprises reading data from blocks allocated to the space identified by the array 
storage system space reference (col. 7. lines 44-64, Pothapragada); and the operation result 
information includes an indication that the read operation is complete (col. 5, lines 10-31, 
Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 6, all the limitations of this clam have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 5 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of the updating the 
file system data management arrangement includes causing the file system processes to modify 
access data in an entry for the file specified in the read operation (fig. 8 and corresponding text. 
Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 7, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim I above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of the determining if 
the file system access operation request includes a divertible operation is performed with a 
wedge file system interposed between a file system client and the file system processes 
associated with the data storage apparatus (col. 7, lines 44-64, Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 8, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 7 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of determining if the 
file system access operation request includes a divertible operation comprises reading a file 
attribute for the file specified in the file system access operation request (308, 3 12, fig. 1 and 
corresponding text, Pothapragada). 
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Regarding claim 9, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 7 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of the determining if 
the file system access operation request includes a divertible operation comprises reading a file 
size included in the file system access operation request. (310, fig. 1 and corresponding text, 
Pothapragada). 

Regarding claim 10, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: further including the step of modifying 
the divertible operation to a form suitable to be performed by the array controller processes (16- 
21, fig. 3 and corresponding text, Taoda). 

Regarding claim 12, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the step of determining if the 
file system access operation request includes a divertible operation is performed by the file 
system processes (308, 310, fig. 1 and corresponding text, Pothapragada). 
Regarding claim 13, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda disclose: wherein the divertible operation comprises a 
write or a create operation and the step of performing the divertible operation with the array 
controller processes includes passing data for a file specified in the divertible operation directly 
from a file system client to the array controller processes (col. 7, lines 13-30, Pothapragada). 
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Claims 1 1, 14, 17, 23, 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pothapragada et al. (U.S 6442682) (Pothapragada) in view of Taoda (U.S 5857459) and 
further in view of Venkatesh et al. (U.S 5974503) (Venkatesh). 

Regarding claims 11,17 and 23, most of the limitations of these claims have been noted 
in the rejection of claims 1.15 and 21 above, respectively. However, Pothapragada/Taoda didn't 
disclose: wherein the step of modifying the divertible operation comprises converting the 
operation from a byte offset operation to a block access operation. On the other hand, Venkatesh 
disclose: wherein the step of modifying the divertible operation comprises converting the 
operation from a byte offset operation to a block access operation (col. 40, lines 35-45, 
Venkatesh). Thus, at the time invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the step of modifying the divertible operation comprises 
converting the operation from a byte offset operation to a block access operation in the 
combination system of Pothapragada/ Taoda as taught by Venkatesh. The motivation being to 
enable the user to apply the encoding techniques to control the block access in the large file from 
the storage devices. 

Regarding claim 14, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda/Venkatesh disclose: wherein the divertible 
operation comprises a read operation and the step of performing the divertible operation with the 
array controller processes includes passing data for a file specified in the divertible operation 
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directly from the array controller processes to a file system client (col 28, lines 55 to col. 29, 
lines 6, Venkatesh). 

Regarding claim 27, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 26 above. In addition, PothapragadaTaoda/Venkatesh disclose: wherein the data 
processing means comprises: an array controller executing the array controller processes (fig. 10 
and corresponding text, Pothapragada); a file system processor executing file system processes 
and maintaining the file system data management arrangement (col. 27, lines 36-49, Venkatesh). 

Regarding claim 28, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 26 above. In addition, PothapragadaTaoda/Venkatesh disclose: wherein the input/output 
arrangement includes: an input/output port having a physical input/output connection (fig. 1 1 and 
corresponding text, Pothapragada); and a network protocol stack component operatively 
connected to the input/output port (74, fig. 5 and corresponding text, Venkatesh). Thus, at the 
time invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include a network protocol stack component operatively connected to the input/output port in the 
combination system of Pothapragada/ Taoda as taught by Venkatesh. The motivation being to 
enable the user to communicate with the network services using protocol stack to control 
input/output operations in file system. 

Regarding claim 29, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 26 above. In addition, Pothapragada/Taoda/Venkatesh disclose: wherein the network 
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protocol stack component provides network interface facilities for both the array controller and 
the file system processor (73, fig. 5 and corresponding text, Venkatesh). 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed on July 16, 2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The arguments and responses are listed below. 

Applicant argues on page 3 of the 7/16/2003 response that, "the 682 Patent does not teach 
or suggest handling file system requests differently on a request by request basis depending upon 
the nature of the request". 

In response to Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees. The 682 patent is not 
relied upon for that feature, instead 459 patent teaches looking at characteristics of a file and then 
storing it on multiple disks depending upon those characteristics, which is acknowledged by the 
Applicants on page 6 of the 7/16/2003 response. The feature of transferring files based upon the 
characteristics to unique data storages is equivalent to handling file system differently based on a 
request to request basis. The motivation for combining the two patents is provided in the first 
rejection filed on 4/16/2003. 

Applicant argues on page 3 and page 5 of the 7/16/2003 response that, the 459 and 682 
patents do not teach or suggest diverting file access requests around the file system processes. 
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In response to Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees. Relating to claim 1, 
Applicant does not distinguish divertible from non-divertible files, further relating to the other 
independent claims, Applicant does not specifically define divertible files from non-divertible 
files (e.g. what component handles divertible and/or non-divertible files), hence at the time the 
rejection was made files that were successful were interpreted as divertible and all other files 
which failed were not passed on to the storage system (fig. 12A and fig 13, patent 459) thus 
being non-divertible. Further, to clarify the state of prior art, the Examiner points to figure 1 
listed as prior art by the Applicants and related text which clearly discloses all the features 
presently claimed by the independent claims, see page 3, lines 2-6, specification. 

Applicant argues on page 9 of the 7/16/2003 response that Venkatesh does not make up 
for the deficiencies of the 682 and 459 patents. 

In response to Applicant's argument regarding the Venkatesh patent, the Examiner notes 
that in view of the 682 and 459 patents the conversion from a byte offset operation to a block 
access operation is inherent by having combined the 682 and 459 patents respectively, further 
Venkatesh teaches it was a common programming practice to convert operations at the time the 
invention was made (see 4/16/2003 office action). Further as explained above, the 682 and 459 
patents do not have any deficiencies when combined together and rejected under 35 USC§ 103. 
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With respect to all the pending claims 1-29, the Examiner respectfully traverses 
Applicant's assertion based on the discussion cited above, as such, Examiner maintains the same 
rejections. 

Conclusion 

To expedite the process of examination Examiner requests that all future correspondences 
in regard to overcoming prior art rejections or other issues (e.g. 35 U.S.C. 1 12, objections and 
the like) set forth by the Examiner that Applicants provide and link to the most specific page and 
line numbers of the disclosure where the best support is found (see 35 U.S.C. 132). 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marc R Filipczyk whose telephone number is 703-305-71 56. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8am-4:30pm 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 703-308-1436. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 

MF 

September 29, 2003 
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SUPFFMS0RY PATENT EXAMINER 
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